ABSTRACT
Introduction
Standard models of labor supply typically assume that workers freely choose their hours of work. However, empirical evidence shows that many workers want to adjust their hours of work but are not able to do so, pointing to mismatches between actual and preferred working time. 1 Mismatched workers experience a loss in well-being compared to workers who are able to realize their working time preference (Wooden et al. 2009 ). Moreover, the literature on family well-being gives evidence of cross-partner effects of working time (Booth and Van Ours 2008, 2009 ) and interdependence of well-being among family members (e.g., Winkelmann 2005 , Powdthavee 2009 , Schwarze and Winkelmann 2011 . Thus, a working time mismatch may not only affect the worker him-or herself but also other persons close to him or her, particularly the partner.
The objective of this study is to analyze the relationship between well-being and working time arrangements of couples. We seek to address three questions: first, we ask how wellbeing is related to working time preferences. Second, we investigate the consequences of mismatches between actual and preferred hours of work for well-being. Third, we study the spillover of one partner's working time and working time mismatch onto the other partner's well-being.
We use measures of life satisfaction to approximate true well-being (or utility). This approach is by now well established in the economic literature (for overviews, see, e.g., Frey and Stutzer 2002 , Layard 2005 , Bruni and Porta 2005 , Van Praag and Ferrer-i-Carbonell 2008 . Although subjective measures of well-being were extensively used to analyze various labor market issues-such as unemployment (Winkelmann and Winkelmann 1998, Kassenboehmer and Haisken-DeNew 2009) , unemployment duration (Clark 2006), income compar-1 A large body of empirical research reports working time mismatches (e.g., Altonji and Paxson 1988 , Dickens and Lundberg 1993 , Stewart and Swaffield 1997 , Euwals and Van Soest 1999 , Bell and Freeman 2001 . According to a recent study on Germany, more than 60% of full time employed workers prefer to work fewer hours, taking into account the consequences for earnings, than they actually do (Heineck and Möller 2012) . In Britain, approximately 40% of full-time employees want to reduce their labor supply (Böheim and Taylor 2004) . Otterbach (2010) provides an international overview of mismatches between actual and preferred working time. Our study makes several contributions to the literature. We provide, to the best of our knowledge, first evidence on whether and to what extent well-being is related to the partner's working time mismatch. In this way, we combine research on working time mismatch and family well-being to enhance the understanding of the work-life balance. Prior research has not investigated spillovers of a mismatch within couples so far. 2 Our second contribution is that we attempt to disentangle the transmission channels through which one partner's working time arrangement impinges on the other partner's well-being. Here, we distinguish between two transmission channels: (i) if working time arrangements determine contextual factors of the household, such as the time available for household production, then a spillover may appear through the shared household environment.
(ii) If one partner's well-being is affected by a mismatch and if the partners are empathetic towards one another, then a spillover may occur due to utility interdependence within the couple.
Third, our study uses a simple theoretical labor supply model to derive an estimation equation that permits a concise interpretation of the parameters. In this way, we are able to describe the relationship between well-being and working time preferences in new detail.
Finally, we provide new results on how well-being is related to working time mismatches, using data on couples from the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) Study, which allows for comparison with prior findings for Australia (Wooden et al. 2009 ) and Great Britain (Booth and Van Ours 2008, 2009 ).
2 On the one hand, existing research on working time mismatch did not consider the role of the partner's mismatch (e.g., Wooden et al. 2009 ). On the other hand, research on family well-being has paid only little attention to the partner's employment situation. Notable exceptions are Winkelmann and Winkelmann (1995) , Clark (2003) , and Booth and Van Ours (2008, 2009 ). However, this research has focused on the partner's unemployment and actual hours of work while a working time mismatch of the partner was not taken into account.
2 Empirical knowledge about how well-being of couples responds to joint labor supply may have pervasive consequences for the design of working time arrangements. If labor supply driven spillovers of well-being within couples are relevant, re-arranging working time in a way that meets preferences can potentially improve family well-being.
Our results indicate that working time mismatch is negatively correlated with well-being.
Underemployment provokes a stronger response in well-being than overemployment, particular among males. One of the notable findings to emerge from this study is the existence of a significant spillover from the partner's working time mismatch: both males and females suffer from their partners' underemployment; males also experience significantly lower wellbeing when the female partner is overemployed. We suppose that the spillover occurs through utility interdependence within couples. The findings further suggest that female well-being is highest when their partner is working near full-time hours. Male well-being is unaffected over a wide interval of the partner's working hours but declines when the partner works more than 45 weekly hours.
Conceptual framework and previous findings
In this Section, we begin with a short discussion of labor supply when the worker receives job offers consisting of fixed wage-hours combinations (Section 2.1). Our interest here is in the role played by working time preferences and working time mismatches for well-being. After that, we consider spillovers of the partner's working time and working time mismatch onto the other partner's well-being (Section 2.2). We distinguish between two transmission channels: spillovers may occur through (i) shared contextual factors and/or (ii) utility interdependence.
The relevant literature is addressed in each section.
Well-being and working time mismatch
The conceptual framework builds on a simple labor supply model, as used, for example,
by Altonji and Paxson (1988) . Workers receive job offers consisting of fixed wage-hours combinations and hence are not able to freely choose their working hours given the wage of-3 fer. They adjust their working time by selecting wage-hours combinations across employers offering different job packages (e.g., Blundell and Macurdy 1999). The wage-hours combinations vary between employers because of firm-specific requirements, production technology, recruiting costs, legal regulations, or collective bargaining agreements, for instance.
In such a scenario, workers are not always able to realize their preferred working hours. Figure 1 illustrates. The labor supply curve, S, shows the preferred working hours level at different wage rates. At wage w * , the worker maximizes his or her utility, U , at the preferred working hours level S(w * ). However, we assume that the job package (w * , S(w * )) is not in the worker's choice set but that a firm offers the alternative hours-wage combination (w , H ) that requires longer hours and provides compensation in the form of higher wages (w > w * ). The worker may be indifferent between these combinations (i.e., U 0 (w * , S(w * )) = U (w , H )).
Yet, the utility level U is lower compared to the utility in a situation in which the worker is able to realize preferred working hours given the wage rate w . The mismatched worker, who in this case is overemployed, deviates from his or her utility maximizing labor supply, i.e.
. A similar reasoning holds for a mismatched worker who accepts a job package with short working hours H though he or she prefers the higher level of working hours S(w ) given the wage rate w . In the latter case, the worker is underemployed.
Working time mismatches may be persistent over time when the worker has, for example, imperfect information about job opportunities and changing jobs is costly. In such a situation, the worker will only change the job if the utility gain exceeds search and mobility costs (Weiss 1984) . As a consequence, we may observe persistent mismatches in the labor market unless utility gains are sufficiently large.
Next, we formulate hypothesis about the role played by (1) working time preferences and (2) hours mismatch for well-being (or utility). First, we expect a gender-specific asymmetry in the relationship between working time preferences and well-being because labor market institutions in the western part of Germany, which we focus on, encourage a gendered division of labor (e.g., Rosenfeld et al. 2004) . 3 In particular, tax policy and the limited provision of 3 We exclude East Germany from the analysis because of the differences in the performance of the labor market and the provision of public child care. 4 public child care provide incentives for female part-time work and a male-breadwinner family model. For males, preferences for longer working hours appear to be compatible with the institutional setting and the gender roles. Therefore, we hypothesize a positive association between preferred working hours and well-being because men obtain utility from a high social status and social recognition. In contrast, we assume that women, and particularly women with children, experience difficulties in reconciling a career with a family life and have fewer job opportunities than males (for further discussion, see, Lazear and Rosen 1990, Booth et al. 2003) . This leads us to our first hypothesis: Our empirical analysis aims at describing the relationship between well-being and preferences (Hypothesis 1) and identifying the loss in well-being resulting from a mismatch (Hypothesis 2). For that purpose, we compare the utility from the job package (w , H ) and the utility from the job package (w , S(w )). For overemployment, the loss from the mismatch is:
Rearranging yields:
Applying the same reasoning to underemployment, we empirically translate equation 2 into the following regression model:
Model 1:
where the left-hand side variable is an individual's current subjective well-being that is used as a direct measure of the utility achieved given the chosen job package. Well-being depends on the (logarithm of the) wage rate w and a vector x of individual characteristics that includes the following variables: variables identifying the occupational group and the sector of industry, age, education, citizenship, health, and the number of children in the household; a constant is also included. β 1 and β 5 denote coefficients describing the relationship between response and these regressors. The error consists of two components: α i denotes an individual-specific random component, ε it is the idiosyncratic component.
The regression equation takes account of different working time preferences and their role for well-being by including the variable S that represents the preferred working hours. Labor supply curves to, for example, the right of the labor supply curve in Figure 1 represent preferences for longer working hours (conditional on the wage rate). The coefficient β 2 therefore informs us about the utility that is associated with alternative working time preferences (i.e., different labor supply curves).
Including variables for the number of hours of underemployment, ΔH Under , and the number of hours of overemployment, ΔH Over , the coefficients β 3 and β 4 separately capture the effects of both types of mismatches on well-being. Assuming β 3 = β 4 = 0, the model allows to calculate the counterfactual well-being that a mismatched worker would have achieved had he or she not been underemployed or overemployed. In related research on health outcomes, the economics literature shows that working time mismatch has adverse health effects (Bell et al. 2011 ).
We are aware of only two prior studies that employ panel data: First, Friedland and Price and desired working hours matters for both life satisfaction and job satisfaction among both males and females, with the effects being larger for overemployment than for underemployment. We differ from most of this prior research by using longitudinal data, but also because we base our analyses on observed deviations from desired hours rather than desired deviations from observed hours. However, our specification ensures a tight connection between the estimation equation and theoretical labor supply considerations. This allows a concise interpretation of the estimated parameters.
Spillovers within couples
We now look at the spillover of working time and working time mismatch within couples.
So far, little attention has been paid to this issue. In particular, no research has been found that analyzed the spillover of the partner's mismatch. We aim to close this research gap and hypothesize that the partner's working hours and his or her working time mismatch may spill over through two transmission channels:
Hypothesis 3 One partner's working time arrangements may spill over onto the other partner's well-being through (i) contextual factors of the household and/or (ii) interdependent
utilities. Model 2: Several further studies provide evidence that well-being of family members is interrelated through contextual factors. Bolger et al. (1989) examine the connection between work and home domains in married couples. Their findings suggest that stress experienced by the husband at work leads to stress for the wife at home as she tends to adjust her housework efforts to compensate for the work stresses of her spouse. Evidence for occupational stress transmission from men to women is also reported by Jones and Fletcher (1993) . Westman and Vinokur (1998) regard shared life events as an important mediating process of distress levels within couples. Clark (2003) finds that particularly women suffer from their male partner's unemployment. Shields and Price (2005) show that unobserved intrahousehold characteristics help to explain well-being. Using data on married couples, Schimmack and Lucas (2010) identify environmental factors, including both shared components such as household income or housing and less similar domains such as recreation or health, as an important determinant of life satisfaction and domain satisfactions of both partners. Using German SOEP data, Kind and Haisken-DeNew (2012) investigate spillover effects from parental unemployment onto the child's life satisfaction. Their findings indicate that sons' well-being is lower when the father and/or the mother becomes unemployed, while daughters' well-being is not affected by parental unemployment.
(ii) Utility interdependence represents a second channel through which spillovers may occur. Our third regression model takes utility interdependence into account by modeling the well-being of the individual, SW B i , as a function of the well-being of the partner, SW B j .
Model 3:
where the parameter γ 4 is a measure of utility interdependence. The assumption of altruistic (or caring) preferences is common in the context of family members (see, e.g., Becker 1974 , 1981 , Tomes 1986 ). Thus, in the presence of direct utility interdependence, we hypothesize a spillover onto one's own well-being if the partner's well-being is negatively affected by a working time mismatch.
Our analysis builds on the following line of reasoning to give a sketch of the underlying transmission channels. The following four cases may occur:
1. If neither contextual factors nor utility interdependence play a role, then no correlation between well-being and the partner's variables will be observed (i.e., γ k = 0,
2. If partners are related only through the joint production and consumption of household goods, then we expect a correlation between well-being and the partner's labor supply (i.e., γ k = 0, k = 1, 2, 3) because these variables approximate factor inputs of household production. However, we may also observe a (spurious) correlation in well-being in this case (i.e., γ 4 = 0), for example, when household production leads to a Paretoimprovement of both partners.
3. If partners are connected through contextual factors and utility interdependence, we expect a significant correlation between well-being and the partner's covariates as well as his/her well-being (i.e., γ k = 0, k = 1, 2, 3, 4).
4. If transmission is due to utility interdependence only, then the partner's working time and working time mismatch are not relevant for well-being (i.e., γ 1 = γ 2 = γ 3 = 0).
Utility interdependence will be indicated by γ 4 = 0.
An ambiguity is that the hypotheses about the parameters are indistinguishable in cases 2 and 3. However, the hypotheses of cases 1 and 4 are unambiguous.
Previous empirical studies have mainly looked at utility interdependence between generations, i.e. between parents and children, and have consistently reported positive correlations of the well-being of family members (e.g., Winkelmann 2005 , Powdthavee and Vignoles 2008 , Bruhin and Winkelmann 2009 , Schwarze and Winkelmann 2011 . Powdthavee (2009) applies GMM-system estimators in order to take into account correlated effects of partner's life satisfaction and measurement error bias. He finds a statistically significant spillover effect of life satisfaction within couples. Except for the individual's own employment status, he, however, does not take working time arrangements into account.
Data
The analysis is based on data from the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) Study (Wagner et al. 2007 ). Since our interest lies in the spillover of the partner's working time arrangements, we select a sample of couples where both partners are employed and of main working age (between 20 and 60). We exclude those individuals where at least one partner is in training, non-working, unemployed, or on maternity leave. As the conditions on the labor markets and the supply of child care facilities are quite different between East and West Germany within our time-window of observation, we restrict the analysis to West Germany.
Our focus is on families with children because their working time constraints are presumably more severe as the children's needs have to be taken into account on top. Additional evidence for couples without children is presented mainly for comparison purposes. The main diagonal is dominant in Table 1 , indicating a strong positive correlation between actual and preferred hours of work. Nevertheless, we also observe substantial differences between actual and preferred working hours. For example, the majority of men with more than 44 actual hours wants to reduce labor supply. In total, 2/3 of women and 3/4 of men report preferences for working hours other than their actual working time. 62% of men and 38% of women are overemployed while 10% of men and 28% of women are underemployed.
We use self-reported measures of life satisfaction as an empirical approximation of true well-being (or utility). Life satisfaction is surveyed by the following question: How satisfied are you with your life, all things considered?. Responses are collected on an 11-point scale ranging from 0 (completely dissatisfied) to 10 (completely satisfied).
A first impression of the spillover of one partner's working time mismatch on the other partner's well-being can be obtained from Table 2 that shows average life satisfaction by mismatch type of the couple. In general, life satisfaction is lower when the partner is either underemployed or overemployed compared to a state in which both partners realize their working time preference. Life satisfaction among males is lowest when both partner's are underemployed. In contrast, life satisfaction is lowest among females when they are underemployed and their partner is overemployed.
Results
This section presents estimation results for the models introduced in Section 2. The discussion begins with model 1 that takes account solely of the worker's own characteristics (Subsection 4.1). Subsection 4.2 turns to models 2 and 3 that include partner variables.
Working time preferences, hours mismatch, and well-being
This subsection looks first at the role played by working time preferences for well-being.
After that, the focus turns to working time mismatches. The estimation results for model 1 12 are shown in Table 3 . We pay particular attention to families with children because working time constraints that may arise from family caring responsibilities are more severe if children are in the family (panel A). Additional evidence for couples without children is presented for comparison purposes (panel B).
The results provide clear evidence for a gender-specific relationship between well-being and working time preferences. Women with children experience lower well-being when they have a preference for long working hours (Table 3 , Column 1). For women in partnerships without children, the correlation is estimated to be near zero and not statistically significant (Table 3 , Column 4). In contrast, men with a preference for long working hours have, irrespective of parenthood status, higher life satisfaction (Table 3 , Columns 3 and 5).
To further explore the role of children, we estimated a model extension that includes an interaction term between the preferred working time and an indicator variable for children under the age of 6. The additional results are in Column 2. The coefficient of the interaction term clearly points to a negative relationship between working time preferences for women with young children while the main coefficient for the preferred working time moves towards zero and becomes statistically insignificant. This reaffirms that children play a crucial role for the relationship between well-being and working time preferences. Women with young children who have a preference for longer working hours experience a loss in well-being. We do not detect significant losses for women with children older than 6 and for women without
children.
An explanation for the gender-specific asymmetry is that women with children experience difficulties in reconciling work and family life. Their labor supply choice is particularly constraint because they often do most of the housework and child rearing (Anxo et al. 2011).
As a consequence, they have high mobility costs and are not able to spend long time in commuting to the workplace, for example. Typically, women reduce working hours and shift towards part-time employment at the time of first birth (Paull 2008) . At this life stage, it is hardly possible to increase working time even if there exists a preference for longer working hours. A perceived lack of the chance to progress in the career may reduce well-being of women who strive to reconcile work and family goals.
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In contrast, preferences for long working hours appear to be compatible with men's lives.
This follows from the coefficients of the preferred working time in Table 3 The results for working time mismatch indicate that well-being is considerably lower among workers who are not able to realize their working time preference, as supposed in our first hypothesis. In general, the (negative) correlation between well-being and underemployment is stronger than that between well-being and overemployment. The hypothesis that the coefficients of overemployment and underemployment are equal can, however, not be rejected for females. The highly statistically significant coefficients of the underemployment variables shows a reduction in well-being by approximately 0.03 per hour mismatch among men, for instance. On average, underemployed men want to work 6.0 additional hours per week. Thus, the corresponding reduction in well-being is 0.18 points. This loss from underemployment is equivalent to a decrease in wages of more than 50 percent. In contrast, the loss in well-being from overemployment is equivalent only to a decrease in wages of less than 8 percent for males.
Underemployment appears to be a more serious problem for well-being than overeployment. This finding may reflect the development on the German labor market in recent decades. Policies aiming at reconciling family and work life have become more important.
Measures to achieve this goal focus mostly on a reduction of working time (EIRO 2006) .
The increased availability of part-time work, job-sharing schemes, etc. made it easier in the first place to reduce working time. Also, unions promoted a reduction in working hours, especially in the 1980s and 1990s. The collectively agreed normal weekly working hours in Germany are relatively low in European comparison (EIRO 2008) . As a consequence of these developments, it may be relatively easy to reduce working time while a worker who wants to increase hours of work is more likely to encounter institutional obstacles.
The small size of the coefficient of overemployment helps to explain the relatively high proportion of overemployed workers, especially among men. The finding that overemploy-ment is associated with only small losses in well-being implies that the potential utility gain from a reduction of overemployment is also small. The worker will reduce his working time only if the utility gain from the adjustment is greater than the associated costs. Such costs may be of a considerable magnitude because adjustment is often achieved through changing jobs (e.g., Altonji and Paxson 1992). As a consequence, an overemployed worker's push for shorter hours is expected to be rather weak.
Spillovers
In this subsection, we discuss the role played by the partner's working time arrangements for the other partner's well-being. First, we strive to see: what, in terms of well-being of the individual i, is the preferred working time of the partner j? To answer this question, we take our empirical analysis one step further and employ a semi-parametric regression approach using penalized splines that allows flexible estimation of the relationship between well-being and the partner's working hours. The semiparametric results will guide us later in specifying the categories for the partner's working time variable in the parametric model. We use the following semiparametric model:
where the variables and parameters are defined as before (see model 1 above). The newly added nonparametric component η(H) models the relationship between the response variable and the partner's working hours (given the covariates), which is allowed to be nonlinear with no particular functional form assumptions. We use a mixed model representation of penalized splines to estimate the semiparametric models (see, e.g., Ruppert et al. 2003) .
Note that we do not control for further variables of the partner in the semi-parametric regressions. The reason for this strategy is that if we, for example, control for the partner's mismatch, the estimated relationship will tell us about the remaining effect of working hours of the partner. The aim of this part of the analysis is, however, to capture the overall perception of the partner's working time.
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The results are summarized in Figure 2 . For females, we observe at first a steep increase in well-being up to a weekly working time of 25-30 hours. Well-being then reaches a plateau in the wide interval of near full-time and full-time work between 30 and 50 hours per week.
Here, female well-being is highest, suggesting that women benefit from male full-time employment. Beyond that, female well-being declines, suggesting that they may suffer from excessive hours of work of the partner.
For males, the smooth curves show that well-being hardly changes over almost the entire range of female working hours. Thus, males appear to be rather indifferent about their partner's amount of working time in the range of part-time and full-time employment. However, a decrease is observed when the partner has long working hours (>45 per week).
Overall, these results are consistent with the findings of Booth and Van Ours (2008, 2009) for the UK and Australia, who also show that women's well-being is larger when the partner is full-time working while men's well-being is unaffected by the female partner's working hours.
Turning to the parametric estimation results of model 2 shown in Table 4 , we use a set of dummy variables on the partner's hours of work to model the nonlinearity of the relationships detected above. Overall, the evidence is consistent with the finding from the semiparametric exercise. The inverted U-shaped relationship between the partners working time and well-being among females is clearly confirmed. Women experience considerable higher well-being when their partner works between 30 and 35 hours. Male well-being hardly responds to changes in female working hours when the partner's working time is less than 40 hours per week. A decline in male well-being is observed when the female partner is in the highest working hours category. However, the coefficients are estimated to be small and not statistically significant.
As expected from the reasoning in Section 2.2, the partner's mismatch is negatively associated to well-being. First, for the case of underemployment, there is a loss in females'
well-being of about 0.01 life satisfaction points for each weekly hour their partner wants to work longer but is not able to do so. In contrast, overemployment of the male partner plays only a minor role; the estimate is smaller than that of underemployment and the relatively large standard error renders the coefficient statistically insignificant. Among males, a negative correlation with both the partner's overemployment and underemployment is observed (Table 4 , Column 2). Hence, male life satisfaction is generally lower in the case of hours mismatch of the partner.
One important finding emerging from this analysis is that a situation in which both partners experience a working time mismatch goes along with a severe loss in well-being. For example, the loss from a double mismatch, in which both partners are underemployed, is equivalent to approximately half the loss from disability. 4 Finally, we discuss the results for model 3 that provide deeper insights into the transmission channels that connect the partner's working time arrangements and the other partner's well-being. The transmission may take place through contextual factors and/or interdependent utilities.
Estimation results of model 3 under alternative statistical assumptions are given in Ta At the same time, the absolute value of the coefficient of the partner's working time mismatch variables are considerably smaller than in the regressions omitting the partner's well-being.
For females, the coefficient on the partner's underemployment decreases by ca. 50% of its initial value and is no longer statistically significant. Also, the parameter of the partner's overemployment moves towards zero. Similarly for males, the coefficients of their partner's working time mismatch variables also decrease to less than half of their initial values and become insignificant at the 5% level.
The evidence suggests that adding the partner's well-being eliminates the correlation previously captured by the partner's working time mismatch. Hence, the partner's mismatch may not directly impinge on well-being. Instead other mechanisms, such as interdependent utilities, are relevant and we may conclude that contextual factors are relatively unimportant for well-being. 5 In a further analysis step, we apply an instrumental variables approach as a robustness check to take into account that the positive coefficient on the partner's well-being could be driven by factors affecting both partners' well-being simultaneously (for a discussion, e.g., Powdthavee 2009, Schwarze and Winkelmann 2011) . We address the endogeneity issue using two types of instruments: our first set of instruments consists of characteristics of the partner j: variables identifying the occupational group and the industry sector as well as socioeconomic controls for age, education, citizenship, and health. 6 The second set of instruments comprises of various variables describing the interview context of the partner, particularly indicator variables for the day of the interview and the interview mode. 7 We argue that the interview variables are suitable instruments: first, the literature on survey methodology provides evidence that the interview context is relevant for self-reported well-being. Tables 5 and 6 for females and males, respectively. Again, the analysis points to a statistically 5 Under certain restrictive assumptions, the coefficient on the partner's well-being, γ, can be interpreted as the causal effect of the partner's well-being. For example, we have to assume that no omitted variables simultaneously affect both partners' well-being. Unobserved factors that are correlated with the well-being of both partners but are not represented by the specification, would induce correlation between the partner's well-being and the error term. In this case, the estimator is not a measure of interdependent utilities. Such a result could nevertheless provide valuable information because it indicates that the mismatch has no direct impact on well-being and that other transmission channels exist. 6 A similar approach has been previously applied by Schwarze and Winkelmann (2011) . 7 The following interview modes are used: oral, written questionnaire with interviewer assistance, selfcompletion no interviewer, written and oral, written by mail, CAPI. Also, variables describing the interview context of individual i are included in the covariate vector x it (see equation 5). Variation in the interview context within couples exists for almost 20% of our sample. In these cases, the partners were interviewed with different interview modi and/or on different week days.
significant link between the partner's well-being and the respondent's own well-being while controlling for unobserved individual-specific effects and a large number of context variables.
Therefore, the interdependence of well-being within couples cannot be attributed to the large number of observed and unobserved factors controlled for in the regressions.
Interestingly, the coefficients of the partner's mismatch status further move towards zero and are not different from zero in these estimations. Hence, the partner's working time mismatch is irrelevant for one's own well-being once the partner's well-being is taken into account. This evidence is consistent with the hypothesis that persons in partnerships are empathetic towards one another. Well-being appears to be contagious so that individuals are less satisfied with their lives when their partner is dissatisfied with his or her life. The IV estimations reinforce the hypothesis that the partner's hours mismatch produce a considerable spillover within couples because of the interdependence in utilities.
The results for model 3 still point to a higher well-being of females with children if their male partners work in the interval between 30 to 35 weekly hours. This finding supports the hypothesis that the male partner's actual working time can be regarded as an inputs in the production of household goods. Males who work slightly reduced hours are able to provide support in housework and child rearing.
Conclusion
Our study analyzed how well-being is related to working time preferences and hours mismatch within couples. First, we asked how well-being is related to working time preferences.
Second, we looked at the situation of a mismatch between actual and preferred working time.
Third, we merged research on working time mismatch and research on family well-being to examine spillovers within couples. In this context, we also empirically determined the preferred working time of the partner using semi-parametric regressions. We used self-reported answers to survey questions about life satisfaction as an empirical approximation of true well-being (or utility).
Using longitudinal German SOEP data, our evidence contributes and adds to the so far small literature on working time mismatch, which is mainly based on cross-sectional data.
First, our results point to a gender-specific role of working time preferences for well-being.
While preferences for longer working hours are associated with higher well-being among males, we detect a negative correlation among females. We suppose that the gendered division of labor is an important factor to explain the gender-specific asymmetry.
Second, the findings furthermore show a clear negative correlation between working time mismatch and well-being, suggesting that both females and males experience significant losses in well-being if they are constrained in their hours of work choices. In general, losses from underemployment are larger than losses from overemployment. We regard underemployed as a severe problem because two sources of forgone welfare arise: (1) the work force potential of the economy is underused (e.g., Eichhorst et al. 2011) and (2) Third, semi-parametric regressions revealed that females are most satisfied when their partner is working full-time. We observe lower well-being among those females with partners in the lower and upper working hours categories, respectively. For males, well-being is unaffected over a wide interval of the partner's working hours, though excessive working hours of the partner may be associated with a decrease in male well-being.
Fourth, considering spillovers within couples, the results show a significant relationship between one's own well-being and the partner's working time mismatch: females suffer from the male partner's underemployment, whereas males experience lower well-being when the female partner has a hours mismatch in general. Overall, our analysis gives rise to the conjecture that the spillover occurs through utility interdependence within couples. The linked well-being of partners represent an important transmission channel through which one partner's working time mismatch is connected with the other partner's well-being.
An important implication of our findings is that employees' working time preferences should be taken into account more seriously when working time arrangements are designed.
Evidently, job packages offer too little flexibility in the choice of working hours. 2/3 of women and 3/4 of men report preferences for working hours other than their actual working 20 time. Since a mismatch is connected with significant losses in well-being, employees and their partners have to bear extra costs resulting from inflexible working time arrangements.
Not least because of the serious spillovers from partner mismatches, we believe that introducing greater flexibility in working hours creates an enormous potential to increase well-being.
High flexibility in working time could, furthermore, be a persuasive argument for employers in the competition for skilled employees. 
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